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This	 year's	 competition	 produced	 unusually	 strong	 entries.	 Judges	 were	
asked	 to	 consider	 the	 following	 criteria,	 balanced	 by	 their	 personal	
preferences:	 innovative	 use	 of	 material,	 physical	 design,	 and	 adaptive	
construction	 technique.	 The	 final	 jury,	 which	 took	 place	 on	 Monday,	
November	14th,	2016,	awarded	one	First	Prize,	one	Second	Prize	and	one	
Third	Prize,	with	judges	unanimous	in	their	praise	for	the	winning	projects,	
their	 important	 contribution	 to	design/build	 culture,	 and	 the	 creation	of	































In	 written	 responses	 to	 a	 post-competition	 questionnaire,	 the	 students	









	 We	 gratefully	 acknowledge	 the	 generous	 contributions	 of	 our	 sponsors,	
























































































































































































































































































































































































































1. Best	Design/Build	 First	Place		 				 $1,000	
2. Best	Design/Build	 Second	Place		 				 $			500	

































































































1.	CMU	lectures	as	 introduction:	 Excellent	(5)	 Very	Good	(4)	 Good	(3)	 Fair	(2)	 Poor	(1)	
a.	knowledge	gained	about	CMU’s	as	a	product	 8	(students)	 3	 3	 	 	
b.	understanding	of	a	variety	of	CMU	applications	 6	 6	 2	 	 	
c.	understanding	of	the	CMU	 techniques	 6	 7	 1	 	 	
d.	lectures	as	a	motivator	 3	 9	 2	 	 	
In summary, most students agreed that they learned the most about their understanding of the masonry techniques. 
	
	
2.	Competition	Brief:	 Excellent	(5)	 Very	Good	(4)	 Good	(3)	 Fair	(2)	 Poor	(1)	
a.	organization	of	 information	 4	(students)	 8	 2	 	 	
b.	clarity	of	 information	 9	 3	 	 	 1	
c.	adequacy	of	 information	 7	 5	 1	 1	 	
d.	relevance/practicality	of	 information	 9	 3	 1	 	 1	
In summary, most students agreed that they learned the most about both the organization of information and relevance as 
well as practicality of information. 
	
	
3.	Design	Program:	 Excellent	(5)	 Very	Good	(4)	 Good	(3)	 Fair	(2)	 Poor	(1)	
a.	pace	of	the	process	 4	(students)	 8	 2	 	 	
b.	aims	and	goals	of	the	design	 challenge	 9	 4	 	 	 1	
c.	suitability	of	site	 7	 5	 1	 1	 	
d.	input/support	from	faculty	 9	 3	 1	 	 1	
In summary, most students agreed that they received more input/support from faculty. 
	
	
4.	Judging:	 Excellent	(5)	 Very	Good	(4)	 Good	(3)	 Fair	(2)	 Poor	(1)	
a.	jurors	as	a	group	 4	(students)	 8	 	 2	 	
b.	jury	feedback	 5	 4	 2	 2	 1	
c.	evaluation	criteria	 6	 4	 2	 1	 1	
d.	effectiveness	of	anonymous	 judging	 5	 2	 5	 1	 	






















					-Negative*	 	 	 	 	 	
						
	
						+Positive*	
	
• Need	more	group	to	compete	
• That	not	all	the	group	got	to	build	their	
own	designs	
• Timing,	judging,	quality	of	blocks,	quality	
of	judgment		
• I	don’t	feel	like	the	judging	made	sense	or	
was	really	fair		
• Spectacle	winning	over	design	is	fine	but	
shouldn’t	count	toward	judging	decision	
unless	it	is	paramount		
• Design	process	could	have	been	pushed	
quicker	
• The	cold	weather	
• The	judging	and	the	time	needed	to	
complete	the	design	
• The	site/CMU	material	was	not	in	best	
condition	that	granted	we	are	reusing	
materials	
• Judges	easily	swayed	by	spectacle	
• Lack	of	reasons	given	for	scores	
• I	wish	that	we	would	have	a	little	more	
time	to	complete	the	build	
• Wish	there	were	more	groups	
• Initial	pitch	of	the	project	as	“poetic	
design”	did	not	match	the	oversimplified	
application	it	turned	into.	Emphasis	was	
rarely	clear	and	jurors	judged	on	a	variety	
of	qualifications	unrelated	to	design	or	
presentation	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
*Actual	comments	from	the	students	
	
	
• How	people	try	to	work	together	
• Building	site	
• Actually,	building	some	of	our	designs	
• Working	as	a	team/	the	develop	a	design/	
build	was	fun/interesting		
• Designing	the	structure	
• It	helped	with	team	building,	
responsibility,	and	design	build	process	
• The	design	process	being	restricted	by	
materials,	non-hypothetical		
• Work	part	of	a	group	and	the	challenges	
• Getting	way	from	normal	class	and	being	
able	to	build	a	design	
• Hands	on	application	of	knowledge,	
tangible	results	
• I	loved	the	overall	process	from	start	to	
actually	build	our	design	and	getting	that	
hands	on	experienced	while	also	getting	
a	better	understanding	of	what	
construction	consists	of	
• It	helps	to	understand	the	variety	of	CMU	
application	
• The	opportunity	to	get	out	and	bring	our	
design	to	life	
• The	groups	were	the	perfect	size	
• Opportunity	to	focus	on	CMU	as	a	
material	with	its	own	techniques	and	
applications	
	














